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considered the ethical issues involved

cwnershi
Companyy A
Board's

information provided by

Agent-

to your department's request the Board
in the
p of the above captioned company,

by a City employee, ,,/viilvrl & . The
opinion is based upon the following

a4 City puichasog
and jadiiduval B spouse,  CO-owner of

the ¢, mpangl A .

Gmﬁtcmtf A + an Illinois

incerpora
Spov €
temporary

of incorporation psavedw? &
in & C:'/}-y- dd){?&l/ﬁwt&«r?"

the stock in Cowmpany K .,
received $31,268.38 from the Department
and $152,711.89 from awusfhcr

corperation was
ted 1 4987 bY  ngniAvel B q.d

-~ Ompany A oOperates primarily as a

service company. At the time

» & City employee

. held 50 per cent of
In 1987 (lonping A

Wheve wesES

City  cleprptrrrer e
As of late 1988 (ampany # had

received $277,556.47 from various City

Departments, including B; /m#vat, Law, Human
Services, Aviation and the Mayor's Office of

Employment and Training.

All of the company's

bank accounts and lease agreements were in the
name of pvidwl 3% spovsts Tn 1988  [adv,
B¢ spouse applied for minority certification with

the Depar

tment of Purchases.

Leder v 1988 fndnvigtvet & transferred

hés/nes entir

e interest in (onpany # tO mdevidvnf B
Further, by special resolution of the
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Board, ddnvdval B was removed from 43/, position as a member
of the (lompuy A¢ Board of Directors. As a result H. c@ose ob 8
now owns 100 per cent of the corporation's stock and is the sole
officer and director of the corporation. < spowsec of g alleges
that Ac/ne spovse presently maintains no management or
control authoerity in the c¢orporation. Irdvidval ¢ the
Corporation's contact person in the Vet wikive £ works in
the same office with p/vidval 8 ..  ZIrdvidual ¢ and ndnidval 8

take lunches together on a periodic basis. However, yivval ¢
stated that despite frequent contact with j/vidvag § + they
never discussed (wmpany 4 generally, or Co vipany- Hs City contracts.

Section 26.2-11 of the Governmental Ethies Ordinance, entitled
"Interest in City Business," provides as follows: "No elected
official or employee shall have a financial interest in his own
name or in the name of any other person in any contract, work or
business of the City or in the sale of any article, whenever the
expense, price or consideration of the contract, work, business
or sale is paid with funds belonging to or administered by the
City, or is authorized by ordinance.® This section prohibits as
employee from maintaining a financial interest in City business.
A financial interest is defined in Section 26.2-1(k) of the
Ordinance to mean: ™any interest as a result of which the owner

currentlg receives or is entitled to receives or is entitled to
receive in the future more than §2,500 per year®.

In light of the Ordinance provisions, and the facts as presented,
the Board made the following findings. Pirst, despite the
admitted friendship between i/ vid/uml B ard cdhidvad & » the
Board found no evidence of any improper influence used by judiiduel
4 in the acquisition of . jvind & oipartaurt WOIK Dby the
Grmpansg # . Secondly, /vidusd ~z 's compensation as an
officer’ of the Corporation exceeded the $2,500.00 financial

interest limit, Therefore, in 1987 and 1988, (despite the
ite 188  transfer of interest) ;iv,/vad B 'S interest in
the Companyg A violated the interest in City business

section of the Governmental Ethics Ordinance. The Board -found
g nicd el & 's explanation, of lack of knowledge, regarding the
interest in City Business provisions of the Ehtics Ordinance
unpersuasive. Each-  City employee received a copy of the

Ordinance provisions. udsfie{ alledged ignorance of the regulation
fails to excuse a violation of the Ethics Ordinance.

The Board concluded that because Section 26.2-40(a) entitled

sanctions, provides for employment sanctions, including discharge
for employees found in violation of the Ordinance this matter

should be directed to the Personnel Department and




to ¥4¢ .  Commissioner of the d% Amtmudt whore Busksfor further
action consistent with this section of the Ordinance.

Finally, the evidence demonstrates that (j,.p«w,; ¥ 1s now solely
owned, managed and controlled by sdividual 5% smoses Company & NOW
meets all requirements for an independent spousal exéep{ion to
the definition of Financial Interest. The present service
arrangement between Crreppary H and the City does not violate the
Ethics Code of Conduct. The Board concludes that Gripanyg #
should be allowed to continue providing temporary service to
departments of the City, cwepf e fuorks. However, so long as

mdedvald B remains employed with the Cotep cAoparfumend hefle s cuvvendly. in

to avoid any appearance of impropriety or any possibility for 2
improper influence by m#/ni/ved % , the Board suggests that
(ompany # be prohibited from providing services to the Zupmesuy ./
R.s ¢;/K/€ﬂ:!’f?— .




